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Response to Comment G17-2 (continued)

full review and consideration of the environmental information, will the parties decide what action, if any, should be taken."  Section 9.1(c) requires the parties to "conduct a thorough
and legally sufficient environmental assessment of the project."  Sections (e) and (f) authorize IID and SDCWA, to "terminate this Agreement," if either party determines not to adopt the
alternatives or mitigation measures identified in the environmental analyses. Sections 10.1(a) and 10.2(a) state that the parties' authority to enter into the Agreement is subject to
"compliance with environmental laws . . .", and Sections 10.1(c) and 10.2(c) expressly condition the enforceability of the Agreement on "compliance with environmental laws."

IID Board Resolution. The Board Resolution, by which IID authorized execution of the Agreement, further substantiates that IID complied with the requirements of CEQA. For example,
Section 2 explains:  ". . . because execution of the Agreement does not commit the IID to any course of action . . . execution of the Agreement does not require CEQA compliance and is
exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15061 of the State CEQA Guidelines and applicable case law."  Section 6 states: "That, by authorizing execution of the Agreement, the Board of
Directors of IID is not committing itself to any activities described in the Agreement unless and until it determined that the requirements of CEQA have been fully satisfied."

Notice of Exemption. IID filed a Notice of Exemption on April 30, 1998 with respect to execution of the Agreement pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b), stating:
"The execution of the Agreement is not a project defined in Section 15378 - execution of the Agreement does not commit the IID to any course of action with respect to the
activities described therein, including a course of action that would result in approval of the activities set forth in the Agreement. The execution of the Agreement is only a
preliminary decision that is essential to enabling the IID to prepare a legally adequate, focused and meaningful environmental assessment."

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15112(c)(2), the time period for challenging the exemption expired 35 days after filing of the Notice of Exemption.
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Response to Comment G17-3
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-4
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-5
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G17-6
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-7
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between
the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-8
Reclamation is responsible for releasing water for use by Colorado
River contractors in accordance with established rules, compacts, and
laws cumulatively defined as The Law of the River. Article V. of the
Decree of the Supreme Court of the United States in Arizona v.
California dated March 9, 1964 requires Reclamation to account for the
consumptive uses of all Lower Basin states and water users on an
annual basis. Through these processes, IID's annual water diversion
will be limited to its 3.1 MAF cap less all volumes of conserved water as
outlined in the EIR/EIS. The IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement is a 'take
or pay' contract, thus SDCWA is expected to divert all flows conserved
as a result of the Project. Conserved water not transferred within the
context of this Project would remain in the Colorado River system and
be available for use by lower priority water users within California. All
ranges of conservation efforts related to this project are contained
within the bookends of analysis described by this EIR/EIS.
Conservation efforts in excess of the amounts outlined by this Project
are not within the scope of this document and would require
subsequent environmental analysis prior to implementation. A reduction
in transfer volume would reduce impacts and is covered within the
range of scenarios depicted in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-9
The IID/SDCWA water transfer will not determine the blend of water
(Colorado River, SWP water, or other water sources) that is delivered
from MWD to SDCWA. The MWD/SDCWA Exchange Agreement does
provide that the water delivered to SDCWA shall be at least as good as
the water delivered by SDCWA to MWD, and may be of better quality,
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at MWD's discretion. Regardless of whether the Exchange Agreement is in effect, the blend of water delivered by MWD to SDCWA is determined by the MWD Board of Directors. MWD
maintains that it is not required to provide any particular blend of water to its member agencies, and in some past years SDCWA has received almost exclusively Colorado River water.
The composition of the blend of water that MWD delivers to SDCWA, therefore, will not be determined by the IID/SDCWA water transfer, but instead by whatever, if any, blending policy
MWD may have at a given time.
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Response to Comment G17-10
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-11
The description of the Proposed Project in Chapter 2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS includes all relevant parts of the Proposed Project. No
additional components of the Project are reasonably foreseeable.

Response to Comment G17-12
The Project objectives and the underlying purpose and need for the
Project are fully described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-13
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment G17-14
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-15
1. The commenter paraphrases the requirements of the state
CEQA Guidelines. No response is required.

2. An attempt will be made in this response to reply to the
commenter's statement regarding the EIR/EIS's adequacy (see below).
However, it is difficult to provide a comprehensive response to
comments that do not comment on a specific section or technical area
within the EIR/EIS.

3. We believe the EIR/EIS represents a good faith effort to comply
with CEQA's purpose and intent. The significance thresholds included
in the Draft EIR/EIS were based on the CEQA Guideline's
Environmental Checklist Form in Appendix G. Because NEPA does not
require significance thresholds, no significance thresholds were
included in the sections that are only required by NEPA.

4. As stated above, we believe the EIR/EIS represents a good faith
effort to comply with CEQA's purpose and intent. Also refer to the
Master Responses on Biology—Timing of Implementation of Biological
Mitigation Measures and Other—Relationship Between the Proposed
Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater Management Plan in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

5. We believe the EIR/EIS is a good faith and reasonable effort to
identify and assess the environmental impacts of the Project and
feasible mitigation measures, based upon available information and
assessment methods. Under CEQA, "feasible" means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors [Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1]. CEQA
"does not demand what is not realistically possible, given the limitations
of time, energy and funds" (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los
Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal.App. 4th
826, 841). The final determination of feasibility must be made by the
Lead Agencies after considering the Final EIR/EIS and other evidence
in the record.
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Response to Comment G17-16
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-17
Additional information regarding the development and use of the IIDSS
model is attached to this Final EIR/EIS as Attachment I. Also see
Appendix E of the Draft EIR/EIS. As described on page 1-5 of Appendix
E of the Draft EIR/EIS, to validate the IIDSS and provide additional
quality control, a Peer Review Team was assembled for review of the
IIDSS and its documentation. A detailed presentation was made to this
team on the development and operations of the IIDSS. This same
Team reviewed several versions of the documentation and commented
on the IIDSS concepts, structure, science, and logic. This Team found
the IIDSS to be a valid representation of conditions at IID.

Response to Comment G17-18
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G17-19
Chemical and biological activity influencing selenium concentrations in
the Salton Sea are complex, and there remains considerable debate
regarding how these processes affect the interchange between
selenium in the water column and selenium sequestered in sediment
and organic material on the Sea floor. In spite of this uncertainty, it
seems that the reduced selenium loading to the Sea under the
Proposed Project would be unlikely to result in an increase in selenium
in the water column.

In addition, the current Mitigation Strategy for the Salton Sea will
maintain Sea levels under the Proposed Project at elevations that are
equal to or higher than those projected in the Project Baseline. One of
the benefits of maintaining elevations at these levels is that the
exposure of Sea-bottom sediments and organic matter to diffused
oxygen under the Proposed Project will be no greater than under the
Project Baseline. Therefore, selenium sequestered in sediment and
organic matter in anaerobic conditions under the Project Baseline is
likely to remain under the same conditions until at least 2030 under the
Proposed Project.

With respect to TSS, because both the Project Baseline and the
Proposed Project reduce tailwater discharge to IID drains, the Project
Alternatives are expected to reduce TSS loadings to the drainage
system and to the Sea relative to loadings observed historically. The
Proposed Project results in the greatest reduction in TSS loading of any
of the alternatives. The mitigation strategy proposed for the Salton Sea
will introduce water to maintain Sea levels at or above Baseline
elevations. Although the sources of mitigation water may vary, they will
have lower TSS concentrations than the tailwater discharges they are
replacing. Therefore, while modeling has not been performed to
simulate TSS concentrations in the Salton Sea, there is no reason to
believe that these concentrations would increase under the Proposed
Project.

For additional information, please refer to the following Master
Responses in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS: Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation, Hydrology-Development of the Baseline, Biology Timing of
Implementation of Biological Mitigation Measures, and
Hydrology TMDLs.

Response to Comment G17-20
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The approach taken in the Draft EIR/EIS is to treat the salinity in the Salton Sea as a biological resource issue rather than a water quality issue. So, in fact, the Salton Sea salinity is one
of the primary considerations in development of the HCP for mitigation of impacts of the Proposed Project or Alternatives on the biologic resources of the Sea. Therefore, please see the
discussion of biological resources given in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Also, please refer to the Master Responses on Biology Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy and Biology Impact Determination for Fish in the Salton Sea in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G17-21
The criteria presented in the IID EIR/EIS are neither subjective nor inadequate. As noted in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, "[T]he Draft EIS/EIR was prepared in accordance with
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)…" Therefore, the significance criteria provided in the Draft EIR/EIS and the definition or
explanation of the use of specific terms such as "significant" and "substantial" are found in the applicable rules in NEPA and CEQA. For example, Section 15064 of the CEQA
Guidelines clearly spells out the process for determining whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment. Specific language defining the process for determining
significance is provided below:

(b) The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the
extent possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.
For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area.

(c) In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the Lead Agency shall consider the views held by members of the public in all areas affected as expressed in
the whole record before the Lead Agency. Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the Lead Agency must still determine whether environmental change itself might be
substantial.

(d) In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by
the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project. (Title 14. CCR, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section
15064[b][c][d]).

Furthermore, Section 15064 incorporates statutory provisions which define "substantial evidence."  Specifically, subsection (g), Public Resources Code section 21082.2 provides that
the determination of significance shall be based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the agency. This may include materials that are not part of the
environmental document, but that are known to and have been considered by the agency. Public Resources Code section 21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on
the environment, is not substantial evidence." Substantial evidence is defined to include: "facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts."
(Emphasis added.)
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